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C o n t e n t s :

C e n s u s  2 0 0 0  P . L .  9 4 - 1 7 1  D a t a  R e l e a s e

O n  M a r c h  2 1 ,  2 0 0 1  t h e  U . S .  C e n s u s  B u r e a u
de l i ve red  to  the  Governor  and  the  ma jo r i t y  and
minor i t y  leaders  o f  the  Utah  Leg is la tu re  the
o f f i c ia l  Census  2000  Red is t r i c t ing  Data
Summary  F i l e .   Unde r  Pub l i c  Law  94 -171 ,  t he
Census  Bureau  i s  requ i red  to  p rov ide  each
s ta te  sma l l  a rea  popu la t ion  coun ts  w i th in  one
year  o f  census  day .   

The  Census  2000 red is t r i c t ing  f i l e  cons is ts  o f
four  tab les :  the  f i rs t  shows the  popu la t ion  o f
each  o f  63  s ing le  and  mu l t ip le  rac ia l
ca tegor ies ;  the  second  shows  the  to ta l
H ispan ic  o r  La t ino  popu la t ion  and  the
popu la t ion  no t  H ispan ic  o r  La t ino  c ross-
tabu la ted  by  63  race  ca tego r i es .   These
tabu la t ions  are  repeated in  the  th i rd  and four th
tab les  fo r  the  popu la t ion  18  years  and over .   

S t a t e  o f  U t a h

Utah 's  Apr i l  1 ,  2000  popu la t ion  reached
2 ,233 ,169 .   Th is  rep resen ts  a  popu la t ion
inc rease  o f  510 ,319  pe rsons ,  o r  29 .6% f rom
1990 ,  rank ing  U tah  fou r th  among  s ta tes  in  the
ra te  o f  popu la t i on  g rowth  f rom 1990  to  2000 .
U tah  g rew  more  than  tw i ce  as  fas t  as  the  U .S .
(13 .2%)  dur ing  th is  ten  year  per iod .   

U tah ,  as  we l l  as  four  o f  i t s  ne ighbor ing  s ta tes ,
ranked as  the  f i ve  fas tes t  g rowing s ta tes  in  the
coun t r y  du r i ng  t he  l as t  decade .   They  i nc l ude :
Nevada  (66 .3%) ,  A r i zona  (40 .0%) ,  Co lo rado
(30 .6%) ,  U tah  (29 .6%) ,  and  Idaho  (28 .5%) .

U tah  con t i nues  t o  have  t he  younges t
popu la t ion  in  the  count ry  w i th  near ly  one- th i rd
o f  t he  popu la t i on  unde r  18  yea rs  o f  age .

Tooele

53.1%

Summit

91.6%

Wasatch

50.8%

Juab

41.6%

Sanpete

40.0%

Iron

62.5%

Washington

86.1%

Box Elder

17.2%

Rich

13.7%

Duchesne

13.6%

Uintah

13.6%

Carbon

1.0%

Emery

5.1%

Millard

9.5%

Piute

12.4%

Garfield

19.0%

Wayne

15.3%

San Juan

14.2%

Kane

17.0%

40.0% Increase or Greater

Increase of 20.0% - 39.9%

Increase of less than 20%

Cache

30.2%

Weber 24.1%

Salt Lake

23.8%

Morgan

29.0%
Daggett:  33.5%

Utah

39.8%

Grand

28.2%
Sevier

22.1%

Beaver

26.0%

    Davis

27.2%

       State Average = 29.6%

S p r i n g  2 0 0 1

P o p u l a t i o n  G r o w t h  R a t e s : 1 9 9 0  t o  2 0 0 0

S o u r c e : U . S .  C e n s u s  B u r e a u



C e n s u s  2 0 0 0  P . L .  9 4 - 1 7 1  D a t a  R e l e a s e

2

U t a h ' s  C o u n t i e s
Largest . Sa l t  Lake  Coun ty  con t inues  to  be  the  s ta te ' s  l a rges t
coun ty  in  the  s ta te  w i th  a  popu la t ion  o f  898 ,387  in  2000 ,  fo l l owed
by  U tah  Coun ty  (368 ,536) ,  Dav is  (238 ,994) ,  Weber  (196 ,533) ,
Cache  (91 ,391 ) ,  and  Wash ing ton  (90 ,354 )  Coun t i es .   Dagge t t
Coun ty  rema ins  the  sma l les t  coun ty  i n  the  s ta te  w i th  a  2000
popu la t ion  o f  921.  

Three  ou t  o f  every  four  peop le  in  the  s ta te  l i ve  in  the  nor thern
met ropo l i tan  a rea ,  i nc lud ing   Weber ,  Dav is ,  Sa l t  Lake ,  and  U tah
Count ies ,  where  1 ,702 ,450  res iden ts ,  o r  76% o f  the  s ta te ' s
popu la t ion  res ide .

F a s t e s t  G r o w i n g . Summi t  Coun ty  was  the  fas tes t  g row ing
coun ty  ove r  the  decade ,  nea r l y  doub l i ng  i n  s i ze  and  inc reas ing
92%,  f rom 15 ,518  i n  1990  to  29 ,736  i n  2000 .   Seven ty  pe rcen t  o f
the  g rowth  occur red  in  the  un incorpora ted  a rea  o f  the  coun ty .   

Wash ing ton  and  I ron  Coun ty  were  the  second  and  th i rd  f as tes t
g rowing  count ies ,  respec t ive ly ,  in  the  s ta te  dur ing  the  1990s .
Wash ing ton  Coun ty ,  w i th  an  86% inc rease  ove r  t he  decade ,  g rew
at  near l y  th ree  t imes  the  s ta te  ra te .   I ron  Coun ty ,  g rew more  than
tw ice  the  s ta te  ra te  f rom 1990-2000 ,  w i th  a  63% inc rease .

F ive  o f  the  s ta te ' s  fas tes t  g row ing  coun t ies  fo rm a  r ing  o f  h igh
growth  a round  the  nor the rn  met ropo l i tan  coun t ies .   These
coun t ies  i nc lude  Summi t  (92%) ;  Tooe le  (53%) ;  Wasa tch  (51%) ;
Juab  (42%) ;  and  Sanpe te  (40%) .

Among  the  o the r  f as tes t  g row ing  coun t i es  i n  t he  s ta te  a re  U tah
(40%) ;  Dagge t t  ( 34%) ;  and  Cache  (30%)  Coun t i es .   Ca rbon
Coun ty ,  w i th  a  g rowth  ra te  o f  j us t  1% over  the  decade ,  was  the
s lowes t  g rowing  county  in  the  s ta te .

U t a h ' s  C i t i e s

Largest . Sal t  Lake Ci ty  cont inues to  the s ta te 's  la rgest  c i ty  in  the
s ta te  w i th  a  2000  popu la t ion  o f  181 ,743 ,  fo l lowed by  West  Va l ley
C i ty  (108 ,896) ;  P rovo  (105 ,166) ;  Sandy  (88 ,418) ;  Orem (84 ,324) ;
Ogden  (77 ,226) ;  Wes t  Jo rdan  (68 ,336) ;  Lay ton  (58 ,474) ;
Tay lo rsv i l le  (57 ,439) ;  and  St .  George (49 ,663) .

F a s t e s t  G r o w i n g . The  C i t y  o f  D rape r  l ead  t he  way  among  the
s ta te 's  la rges t  c i t ies  (g rea ter  than  9 ,000) .   Draper  more  than
t r ip led  in  s i ze  f rom 1990-2000 ,  inc reas ing  18 ,000  peop le ,  o r
248%.   Severa l  o ther  o f  the  s ta te 's  la rges t  c i t ies  doub led  in  s ize
ove r  the  decade ,  i nc lud ing  Sou th  Jo rdan  (141%) ;  Leh i  (125%) ;
R ive r ton  (122%) ;  and  Sy racuse  (102%) .

R a c e  a n d  H i s p a n i c  O r i g i n  D a t a
As a  resu l t  o f  the  rev ised  s tandards  fo r  co l lec t ing  da ta  on  race
and e thn ic i t y  i ssued  by  the  Of f i ce  o f  Management  and  Budget  in
1997 ,  Census  2000  was  the  f i r s t  na t i ona l  census  i n  wh ich
responden ts  we re  a l l owed  to  se lec t  more  than  one  race .   The  s i x
race  ca tegor ies  fo r  Census  2000  a re  Wh i te ;  B lack  o r  A f r i can
Amer ican ;  Amer i can  Ind ian  o r  A laska  Na t i ve ;  As ian ;  and  Na t i ve
Hawa i ian  o r  O the r  Pac i f i c  I s lander ;  and  a  Some Othe r  Race
ca tegory .   ( In  1990 ,  As ian  and  Pac i f i c  I s lander  was  a  s ing le  race
ca tego ry ) .    Responden ts  t ha t  se lec ted  more  t han  one  race  a re
inc luded  in  the  "Two o r  More  Races"  ca tegory .

Wh i l e  a l l ow ing  responden ts  t o  r epo r t  mo re  t han  one  race  may
prov ide  a  more  accura te  represen ta t ion  o f  the  rac ia l  d ive rs i t y  o f
the  coun t ry ,  i t  a l so  means  tha t  da ta  on  race  f rom Census  2000
are  no t  d i rec t l y  comparab le  w i th  da ta  f rom the  1990  Census  and
prev ious  censuses .   Other  fac to rs  a lso  a f fec t  comparab i l i t y  o f  the
1990  and  2000  da ta  on  race .   Fo r  examp le ,  i n  2000  t he  ques t i on
on  H ispan ic  o r  La t ino  o r ig in  was  p laced  be fo re  the  ques t ion  on
race ,  bu t  i n  1990  the  o rde r  o f  t hese  ques t ions  was  reve rsed .
Th is  may  have  a f fec ted  repor t i ng  on  bo th  ques t ions .   

U t a h ' s  H i s p a n i c  P o p u l a t i o n
The  H ispan ic  popu la t i on  i n  U tah  i nc reased  f rom 84 ,597  i n  1990
to  201 ,559  i n  2000 ,  a  138% inc rease .   Wh i l e  H i span i cs  make  up
9% o f  U tah 's  popu la t ion ,  they  accoun t  fo r  12 .5% o f  the
popu la t ion  na t ionwide .   

Count ies  in  U tah  w i th  the  h ighes t  percen t  o f  H ispan ics
compared  to  the i r  to ta l  popu la t ion  inc lude :  Weber  (13%) ;  Sa l t
Lake  (12%)  Carbon  (10%) ;  and  Tooe le  (10%)  Coun t i es .   C i t i es
w i th  the  h ighes t  pe rcen tage  o f  H ispan ics  i nc lude :  Wendover
(69%) ;  Ogden  (24%) ;  Sou th  Sa l t  Lake  (22%) ;  Eas t  Ca rbon
(21%) ;  M idva le  (21%) ;  and  Moron i  (21%) .

U t a h ' s  P o p u l a t i o n  b y  R a c e

The  ma jo r i t y  o f  U tahns  (97 .9%)  se lec ted  on ly  one  race  in  2000 .
Among those  tha t  se lec ted  a  s ing le  race ,  the  ma jo r i t y  were
Whi te  (89 .2%) ,  fo l l owed  by  As ian  (1 .7%) ,  Amer i can  Ind ian  and
A laska  Na t i ve  (1 .3%) ,  B lack  o r  A f r i can  Amer i can  (0 .8%) ,  Na t i ve
Hawa i i an  o r  O the r  Pac i f i c  I s l ande r  ( 0 .7%) ,  and  Some  O the r
Race  (4 .2%) .   A lso  among  those  se lec t ing  a  s ing le  race ,  89 .6%
were  Non-H ispan ic ,  w i th  85 .3% iden t i f i ed  as  Wh i te  Non-
H i s p a n i c .

On l y  2 .1% o f  U tahns  se lec ted  more  t han  one  race  on  t he  2000
ques t ionna i re  compared  to  2 .4% na t iona l l y .   The  ma jo r i t y  o f
respondents  in  U tah  tha t  se lec ted  two  races  in  2000  iden t i f i ed
themse l ves  as  Wh i t e  i n  comb ina t i on  w i t h  Some  O the r  Race ,
fo l l owed  by  Wh i te  i n  comb ina t ion  w i th  Amer i can  Ind ian  o r  A laska
Na t i ve ,  and  Wh i te  i n  comb ina t i on  w i th  As ian .

A d d i t i o n a l  I n f o r m a t i o n

The  Census  2000  PL  da ta  i s  ava i l ab l e  t h rough  Amer i can
Fac tF inde r  on  t he  Census  Bu reau ' s  web  page  a t :
h t tp : / / fac t f inder .census.gov/serv le t /Bas icFactsServ le t .   The Sta te
Da ta  Cen te r  has  a l so  pos ted  U tah  Census  2000  da ta  (ava i l ab le
in  pd f  and  exce l  f i l es )  on  the  DEA web page  a t :
h t tp : / /www.governor .s ta te .u t .us /dea/  .   You can a lso  contac t
S ta te  Da ta  Cen te r  s ta f f  a t  (801)  538-1036 .   



3
N a t i o n a l  a n d  S t a t e  P o p u l a t i o n  C o u n t s :  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0  D e c e n n i a l  C e n s u s

 Rank 

April 1, April 1, 1990-2000 1990-2000 Based on 

1990 1990 2000 2000 Absolute Percent Percent

State Population Rank Population Rank Change Change Change

U.S. 248,709,873 281,421,906 32,712,033 13.2

Alabama 4,040,587 22 4,447,100 23 406,513 10.1 25

Alaska 550,043 49 626,932 48 76,889 14.0 17

Arizona 3,665,228 24 5,130,632 20 1,465,404 40.0 2

Arkansas 2,350,725 33 2,673,400 33 322,675 13.7 19

California 29,760,021 1 33,871,648 1 4,111,627 13.8 18

Colorado 3,294,394 26 4,301,261 24 1,006,867 30.6 3

Connecticut 3,287,116 27 3,405,565 29 118,449 3.6 47

Delaware 666,168 46 783,600 45 117,432 17.6 13

District of Columbia 606,900 NA 572,059 NA -34,841 -5.7 NA

Florida 12,937,926 4 15,982,378 4 3,044,452 23.5 7

Georgia 6,478,216 11 8,186,453 10 1,708,237 26.4 6

Hawaii 1,108,229 41 1,211,537 42 103,308 9.3 31

Idaho 1,006,749 42 1,293,953 39 287,204 28.5 5

Illinios 11,430,602 6 12,419,293 5 988,691 8.6 34

Indiana 5,544,159 14 6,080,485 14 536,326 9.7 27

Iowa 2,776,755 30 2,926,324 30 149,569 5.4 43

Kansas 2,477,574 32 2,688,418 32 210,844 8.5 35

Kentucky 3,685,296 23 4,041,769 25 356,473 9.7 28

Louisiana 4,219,973 21 4,468,976 22 249,003 5.9 40

Maine 1,227,928 38 1,274,923 40 46,995 3.8 46

Maryland 4,781,468 19 5,296,486 19 515,018 10.8 23

Massachusetts 6,016,425 13 6,349,097 13 332,672 5.5 41

Michigan 9,295,297 8 9,938,444 8 643,147 6.9 39

Minnesota 4,375,099 20 4,919,479 21 544,380 12.4 21

Mississippi 2,573,216 31 2,844,658 31 271,442 10.5 24

Missouri 5,117,073 15 5,595,211 17 478,138 9.3 30

Montana 799,065 44 902,195 44 103,130 12.9 20

Nebraska 1,578,385 36 1,711,263 38 132,878 8.4 37

Nevada 1,201,833 39 1,998,257 35 796,424 66.3 1

New Hampshire 1,109,252 40 1,235,786 41 126,534 11.4 22

New Jersey 7,730,188 9 8,414,350 9 684,162 8.9 33

New Mexico 1,515,069 37 1,819,046 36 303,977 20.1 12

New York 17,990,455 2 18,976,457 3 986,002 5.5 42

North Carolina 6,628,637 10 8,049,313 11 1,420,676 21.4 9

North Dakota 638,800 47 642,200 47 3,400 0.5 50

Ohio 10,847,115 7 11,353,140 7 506,025 4.7 44

Oklahoma 3,145,585 28 3,450,654 27 305,069 9.7 26

Oregon 2,842,321 29 3,421,399 28 579,078 20.4 11

Pennsylvania 11,881,643 5 12,281,054 6 399,411 3.4 48

Rhode Island 1,003,464 43 1,048,319 43 44,855 4.5 45

South Carolina 3,486,703 25 4,012,012 26 525,309 15.1 15

South Dakota 696,004 45 754,844 46 58,840 8.5 36

Tennessee 4,877,185 17 5,689,283 16 812,098 16.7 14

Texas 16,986,510 3 20,851,820 2 3,865,310 22.8 8

Utah 1,722,850 35 2,233,169 34 510,319 29.6 4

Vermont 562,758 48 608,827 49 46,069 8.2 38

Virginia 6,187,358 12 7,078,515 12 891,157 14.4 16

Washington 4,866,692 18 5,894,121 15 1,027,429 21.1 10

West Virginia 1,793,477 34 1,808,344 37 14,867 0.8 49

Wisconsin 4,891,769 16 5,363,675 18 471,906 9.6 29

Wyoming 453,588 50 493,782 50 40,194 8.9 32

Note:  Consistent with the January 1999 U.S. Supreme Court ruling (Department of Commerce v. House of Representatives, 

525 U.S. 316, 119 S. Ct. 765 (1999)), these resident population counts do not reflect the use of statistical sampling to correct

for overcounting or undercounting.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Absolute Change Percent Change AARC

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000

Beaver County 4,765 6,005 1,240 26.0% 2.3

Box Elder County 36,485 42,745 6,260 17.2% 1.6

Cache County 70,183 91,391 21,208 30.2% 2.7

Carbon County 20,228 20,422 194 1.0% 0.1

Daggett County 690 921 231 33.5% 2.9

Davis County 187,941 238,994 51,053 27.2% 2.4

Duchesne County 12,645 14,371 1,726 13.6% 1.3

Emery County 10,332 10,860 528 5.1% 0.5

Garfield County 3,980 4,735 755 19.0% 1.8

Grand County 6,620 8,485 1,865 28.2% 2.5

Iron County 20,789 33,779 12,990 62.5% 5.0

Juab County 5,817 8,238 2,421 41.6% 3.5

Kane County 5,169 6,046 877 17.0% 1.6

Millard County 11,333 12,405 1,072 9.5% 0.9

Morgan County 5,528 7,129 1,601 29.0% 2.6

Piute County 1,277 1,435 158 12.4% 1.2

Rich County 1,725 1,961 236 13.7% 1.3

Salt Lake County 725,956 898,387 172,431 23.8% 2.2

San Juan County 12,621 14,413 1,792 14.2% 1.3

Sanpete County 16,259 22,763 6,504 40.0% 3.4

Sevier County 15,431 18,842 3,411 22.1% 2.0

Summit County 15,518 29,736 14,218 91.6% 6.7

Tooele County 26,601 40,735 14,134 53.1% 4.4

Uintah County 22,211 25,224 3,013 13.6% 1.3

Utah County 263,590 368,536 104,946 39.8% 3.4

Wasatch County 10,089 15,215 5,126 50.8% 4.2

Washington County 48,560 90,354 41,794 86.1% 6.4

Wayne County 2,177 2,509 332 15.3% 1.4

Weber County 158,330 196,533 38,203 24.1% 2.2

State Total 1,722,850 2,233,169 510,319 29.6% 2.6

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

AARC = Average Annual Rate of Change
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Absolute Change Percent Change AARC
Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Beaver County 4,765 6,005 1,240 26.0% 2.3

Beaver city 1,998 2,454 456 22.8% 2.1

Milford city 1,107 1,451 344 31.1% 2.7

Minersville town 608 817 209 34.4% 3.0

Balance of Beaver County 1,052 1,283 231 22.0% 2.0

Box Elder County 36,485 42,745 6,260 17.2% 1.6

Bear River City town 700 750 50 7.1% 0.7

Brigham City city 15,644 17,411 1,767 11.3% 1.1

Corinne city 639 621 -18 -2.8% -0.3

Deweyville town 318 278 -40 -12.6% -1.3

Elwood town 575 678 103 17.9% 1.7

Fielding town 422 448 26 6.2% 0.6

Garland city 1,637 1,943 306 18.7% 1.7

Honeyville city 1,112 1,214 102 9.2% 0.9

Howell town 237 221 -16 -6.8% -0.7

Mantua town 665 791 126 18.9% 1.8

Perry city 1,211 2,383 1,172 96.8% 7.0

Plymouth town 267 328 61 22.8% 2.1

Portage town 218 257 39 17.9% 1.7

Snowville town 251 177 -74 -29.5% -3.4

Tremonton city 4,264 5,592 1,328 31.1% 2.7

Willard city 1,298 1,630 332 25.6% 2.3

Balance of Box Elder County 7,027 8,023 996 14.2% 1.3

Cache County 70,183 91,391 21,208 30.2% 2.7

Amalga town 366 427 61 16.7% 1.6

Clarkston town 645 688 43 6.7% 0.6

Cornish town 205 259 54 26.3% 2.4

Hyde Park city 2,190 2,955 765 34.9% 3.0

Hyrum city 4,829 6,316 1,487 30.8% 2.7

Lewiston city 1,532 1,877 345 22.5% 2.1

Logan city 32,762 42,670 9,908 30.2% 2.7

Mendon city 684 898 214 31.3% 2.8

Millville city 1,202 1,507 305 25.4% 2.3

Newton town 659 699 40 6.1% 0.6

Nibley city 1,167 2,045 878 75.2% 5.8

North Logan city 3,768 6,163 2,395 63.6% 5.0

Paradise town 561 759 198 35.3% 3.1

Providence city 3,344 4,377 1,033 30.9% 2.7

Richmond city 1,955 2,051 96 4.9% 0.5

River Heights city 1,274 1,496 222 17.4% 1.6

Smithfield city 5,566 7,261 1,695 30.5% 2.7

Trenton town 464 449 -15 -3.2% -0.3

Wellsville city 2,206 2,728 522 23.7% 2.1

Balance of Cache County 4,804 5,766 962 20.0% 1.8

Carbon County 20,228 20,422 194 1.0% 0.1

East Carbon city 1,270 1,393 123 9.7% 0.9

Helper city 2,148 2,025 -123 -5.7% -0.6

Price city 8,712 8,402 -310 -3.6% -0.4

Scofield town 43 28 -15 -34.9% -4.2

Sunnyside city 339 404 65 19.2% 1.8

Wellington city 1,632 1,666 34 2.1% 0.2

Balance of Carbon County 6,084 6,504 420 6.9% 0.7

Daggett County 690 921 231 33.5% 2.9

Manila town 207 308 101 48.8% 4.1

Balance of Daggett County 483 613 130 26.9% 2.4

Davis County 187,941 238,994 51,053 27.2% 2.4

Bountiful city 36,659 41,301 4,642 12.7% 1.2

Centerville city 11,500 14,585 3,085 26.8% 2.4

Clearfield city 21,435 25,974 4,539 21.2% 1.9

S o u r c e : U . S .  C e n s u s  B u r e a u A A R C  =  A v e r a g e  A n n u a l  R a t e  o f  C h a n g e



C i t y  a n d  C o u n t y  P o p u l a t i o n  C o u n t s : 1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0  D e c e n n i a l  C e n s u s

6
Absolute Change Percent Change AARC

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Davis County (Continued)
Clinton city 7,945 12,585 4,640 58.4% 4.7

Farmington city 9,028 12,081 3,053 33.8% 3.0

Fruit Heights city 3,900 4,701 801 20.5% 1.9

Kaysville city 13,961 20,351 6,390 45.8% 3.8

Layton city 41,784 58,474 16,690 39.9% 3.4

North Salt Lake city 6,474 8,749 2,275 35.1% 3.1

South Weber city 2,863 4,260 1,397 48.8% 4.1

Sunset city 5,128 5,204 76 1.5% 0.1

Syracuse city 4,658 9,398 4,740 101.8% 7.3

West Bountiful city 4,477 4,484 7 0.2% 0.0

West Point city 4,258 6,033 1,775 41.7% 3.5

Woods Cross city 5,384 6,419 1,035 19.2% 1.8

Balance of Davis County 8,487 2,395 -6,092 -71.8% -11.9

Duchesne County 12,645 14,371 1,726 13.6% 1.3

Altamont town 167 178 11 6.6% 0.6

Duchesne city 1,308 1,408 100 7.6% 0.7

Myton city 468 539 71 15.2% 1.4

Roosevelt city 3,915 4,299 384 9.8% 0.9

Tabiona town 120 149 29 24.2% 2.2

Balance of Duchesne County 6,667 7,798 1,131 17.0% 1.6

Emery County 10,332 10,860 528 5.1% 0.5

Castle Dale city 1,704 1,657 -47 -2.8% -0.3

Clawson town 151 153 2 1.3% 0.1

Cleveland town 498 508 10 2.0% 0.2

Elmo town 267 368 101 37.8% 3.3

Emery town 300 308 8 2.7% 0.3

Ferron city 1,606 1,623 17 1.1% 0.1

Green River city* 881 973 92 10.4% 1.0

Huntington city 1,875 2,131 256 13.7% 1.3

Orangeville city 1,459 1,398 -61 -4.2% -0.4

Balance of Emery County* 1,591 1,741 150 9.4% 0.9

Garfield County 3,980 4,735 755 19.0% 1.8

Antimony town 83 122 39 47.0% 3.9

Boulder town 126 180 54 42.9% 3.6

Cannonville town 131 148 17 13.0% 1.2

Escalante town 818 818 0 0.0% 0.0

Hatch town 103 127 24 23.3% 2.1

Henrieville town 163 159 -4 -2.5% -0.2

Panguitch city 1,444 1,623 179 12.4% 1.2

Tropic town 374 508 134 35.8% 3.1

Balance of Garfield County 738 1,050 312 42.3% 3.6

Grand County 6,620 8,485 1,865 28.2% 2.5

Castle Valley town 211 349 138 65.4% 5.2

Moab city 3,971 4,779 808 20.3% 1.9

Balance of Grand County* 2,438 3,357 919 37.7% 3.3

Iron County 20,789 33,779 12,990 62.5% 5.0

Brian Head town 109 118 9 8.3% 0.8

Cedar City city 13,443 20,527 7,084 52.7% 4.3

Enoch city 1,947 3,467 1,520 78.1% 5.9

Kanarraville town 228 311 83 36.4% 3.2

Paragonah town 307 470 163 53.1% 4.4

Parowan city 1,873 2,565 692 36.9% 3.2

Balance of Iron County 2,882 6,321 3,439 119.3% 8.2

Juab County 5,817 8,238 2,421 41.6% 3.5

Eureka city 562 766 204 36.3% 3.1

Levan town 416 688 272 65.4% 5.2

Mona town 584 850 266 45.5% 3.8

Nephi city 3,515 4,733 1,218 34.7% 3.0

S o u r c e : U . S .  C e n s u s  B u r e a u A A R C  =  A v e r a g e  A n n u a l  R a t e  o f  C h a n g e

* T h e  p o p u l a t i o n  n u m b e r  f o r  G r e e n  R i v e r  i n  E m e r y  C o u n t y  i s  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  c i t y ,  w h i c h  c r o s s e s  i n t o  G r a n d  C o u n t y .



Absolute Change Percent Change AARC

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Juab County (Continued)
Rocky Ridge NA 403 NA NA NA

Balance of Juab County 740 798 58 7.8% 0.8

Kane County 5,169 6,046 877 17.0% 1.6

Alton town 93 134 41 44.1% 3.7

Big Water town 326 417 91 27.9% 2.5

Glendale town 282 355 73 25.9% 2.3

Kanab city 3,289 3,564 275 8.4% 0.8

Orderville town 422 596 174 41.2% 3.5

Balance of Kane County 757 980 223 29.5% 2.6

Millard County 11,333 12,405 1,072 9.5% 0.9

Delta city 2,998 3,209 211 7.0% 0.7

Fillmore city 1,956 2,253 297 15.2% 1.4

Hinckley town 658 698 40 6.1% 0.6

Holden town 402 400 -2 -0.5% 0.0

Kanosh town 386 485 99 25.6% 2.3

Leamington town 253 217 -36 -14.2% -1.5

Lynndyl town 120 134 14 11.7% 1.1

Meadow town 250 254 4 1.6% 0.2

Oak City town 587 650 63 10.7% 1.0

Scipio town 291 290 -1 -0.3% 0.0

Balance of Millard County 3,432 3,815 383 11.2% 1.1

Morgan County 5,528 7,129 1,601 29.0% 2.6

Morgan city 2,023 2,635 612 30.3% 2.7

Balance of Morgan County 3,505 4,494 989 28.2% 2.5

Piute County 1,277 1,435 158 12.4% 1.2

Circleville town 417 505 88 21.1% 1.9

Junction town 132 177 45 34.1% 3.0

Kingston town 134 142 8 6.0% 0.6

Marysvale town 364 381 17 4.7% 0.5

Balance of Piute County 230 230 0 0.0% 0.0

Rich County 1,725 1,961 236 13.7% 1.3

Garden City town 193 357 164 85.0% 6.3

Laketown town 261 188 -73 -28.0% -3.2

Randolph city 488 483 -5 -1.0% -0.1

Woodruff town 135 194 59 43.7% 3.7

Balance of Rich County 648 739 91 14.0% 1.3

Salt Lake County 725,956 898,387 172,431 23.8% 2.2

Alta town 397 370 -27 -6.8% -0.7

Bluffdale city 2,152 4,700 2,548 118.4% 8.1

Draper city 7,257 25,220 17,963 247.5% 13.3

Herriman NA 1,523 NA NA NA

Holladay (1990 CDP) NA 14,561 NA NA NA

Midvale city (Annexation) NA 27,029 NA NA NA

Murray city 31,282 34,024 2,742 8.8% 0.8

Riverton city 11,261 25,011 13,750 122.1% 8.3

Salt Lake City city 159,936 181,743 21,807 13.6% 1.3

Sandy city 75,058 88,418 13,360 17.8% 1.7

South Jordan city 12,220 29,437 17,217 140.9% 9.2

South Salt Lake city (Annexation) NA 22,038 NA NA NA

Taylorsville city (1990 CDP) NA 57,439 NA NA NA

West Jordan city 42,892 68,336 25,444 59.3% 4.8

West Valley City city 86,976 108,896 21,920 25.2% 2.3

Balance of Salt Lake County 296,525 209,642 -86,883 -29.3% -3.4

San Juan County 12,621 14,413 1,792 14.2% 1.3

Blanding city 3,162 3,162 0 0.0% 0.0

Monticello city 1,806 1,958 152 8.4% 0.8

Balance of San Juan County 7,653 9,293 1,640 21.4% 2.0

Sanpete County 16,259 22,763 6,504 40.0% 3.4

Centerfield town 766 1,048 282 36.8% 3.2
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Absolute Change Percent Change AARC

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Sanpete County (Continued)
Ephraim city 3,363 4,505 1,142 34.0% 3.0

Fairview city 960 1,160 200 20.8% 1.9

Fayette town 183 204 21 11.5% 1.1

Fountain Green city 578 945 367 63.5% 5.0

Gunnison city 1,298 2,394 1,096 84.4% 6.3

Manti city 2,268 3,040 772 34.0% 3.0

Mayfield town 438 420 -18 -4.1% -0.4

Moroni city 1,115 1,280 165 14.8% 1.4

Mount Pleasant city 2,092 2,707 615 29.4% 2.6

Spring City city 715 956 241 33.7% 2.9

Sterling town 191 235 44 23.0% 2.1

Wales town 189 219 30 15.9% 1.5

Balance of Sanpete County 2,103 1,650 -453 -21.5% -2.4

Sevier County 15,431 18,842 3,411 22.1% 2.0

Annabella town 487 603 116 23.8% 2.2

Aurora city 911 947 36 4.0% 0.4

Elsinore town 608 733 125 20.6% 1.9

Glenwood town 437 437 0 0.0% 0.0

Joseph town 198 269 71 35.9% 3.1

Koosharem town 266 276 10 3.8% 0.4

Monroe city 1,472 1,845 373 25.3% 2.3

Redmond town 648 788 140 21.6% 2.0

Richfield city 5,593 6,847 1,254 22.4% 2.0

Salina city 1,943 2,393 450 23.2% 2.1

Sigurd town 385 430 45 11.7% 1.1

Balance of Sevier County 2,483 3,274 791 31.9% 2.8

Summit County 15,518 29,736 14,218 91.6% 6.7

Coalville city 1,065 1,382 317 29.8% 2.6

Francis town 381 698 317 83.2% 6.2

Henefer town 554 684 130 23.5% 2.1

Kamas city 1,061 1,274 213 20.1% 1.8

Oakley town 522 948 426 81.6% 6.1

Park City city 4,468 7,371 2,903 65.0% 5.1

Balance of Summit County 7,467 17,379 9,912 132.7% 8.8

Tooele County 26,601 40,735 14,134 53.1% 4.4

Grantsville city 4,500 6,015 1,515 33.7% 2.9

Ophir town 25 23 -2 -8.0% -0.8

Rush Valley town 339 453 114 33.6% 2.9

Stockton town 426 443 17 4.0% 0.4

Tooele city 13,887 22,502 8,615 62.0% 4.9

Vernon town 181 236 55 30.4% 2.7

Wendover city 1,127 1,537 410 36.4% 3.2

Balance of Tooele County 6,116 9,526 3,410 55.8% 4.5

Uintah County 22,211 25,224 3,013 13.6% 1.3

Ballard town 644 566 -78 -12.1% -1.3

Naples city 1,334 1,300 -34 -2.5% -0.3

Vernal city 6,644 7,714 1,070 16.1% 1.5

Balance of Uintah County 13,589 15,644 2,055 15.1% 1.4

Utah County 263,590 368,536 104,946 39.8% 3.4

Alpine city 3,492 7,146 3,654 104.6% 7.4

American Fork city 15,696 21,941 6,245 39.8% 3.4

Cedar Fort town 284 341 57 20.1% 1.8

Cedar Hills town 769 3,094 2,325 302.3% 14.9

Eagle Mountain town NA 2,157 NA NA NA

Elk Ridge town 771 1,838 1,067 138.4% 9.1

Genola town 803 965 162 20.2% 1.9

Goshen town 578 874 296 51.2% 4.2

Highland city 5,002 8,172 3,170 63.4% 5.0

Lehi city 8,475 19,028 10,553 124.5% 8.4
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Absolute Change Percent Change AARC

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 1990-2000 1990-2000
Utah County (Continued)
Lindon city 3,818 8,363 4,545 119.0% 8.2

Mapleton city 3,572 5,809 2,237 62.6% 5.0

Orem city 67,561 84,324 16,763 24.8% 2.2

Payson city 9,510 12,716 3,206 33.7% 2.9

Pleasant Grove city 13,476 23,468 9,992 74.1% 5.7

Provo city 86,835 105,166 18,331 21.1% 1.9

Salem city 2,284 4,372 2,088 91.4% 6.7

Santaquin city 2,386 4,834 2,448 102.6% 7.3

Saratoga Springs NA 1,003 NA NA NA

Spanish Fork city 11,272 20,246 8,974 79.6% 6.0

Springville city 13,950 20,424 6,474 46.4% 3.9

Vineyard town 151 150 -1 -0.7% -0.1

Woodland Hills town 301 941 640 212.6% 12.1

Balance of Utah County 12,604 9,164 -3,440 -27.3% -3.1

Wasatch County 10,089 15,215 5,126 50.8% 4.2

Charleston town 336 378 42 12.5% 1.2

Heber city 4,782 7,291 2,509 52.5% 4.3

Midway city 1,554 2,121 567 36.5% 3.2

Wallsburg town 252 274 22 8.7% 0.8

Balance of Wasatch County 3,165 5,151 1,986 62.7% 5.0

Washington County 48,560 90,354 41,794 86.1% 6.4

Enterprise city 936 1,285 349 37.3% 3.2

Hildale town 1,325 1,895 570 43.0% 3.6

Hurricane city 3,915 8,250 4,335 110.7% 7.7

Ivins town 1,630 4,450 2,820 173.0% 10.6

La Verkin city 1,771 3,392 1,621 91.5% 6.7

Leeds town 254 547 293 115.4% 8.0

New Harmony town 101 190 89 88.1% 6.5

Rockville town 182 247 65 35.7% 3.1

Santa Clara city 2,322 4,630 2,308 99.4% 7.1

Springdale town 275 457 182 66.2% 5.2

St. George city 28,502 49,663 21,161 74.2% 5.7

Toquerville town 488 910 422 86.5% 6.4

Virgin town 229 394 165 72.1% 5.6

Washington city 4,198 8,186 3,988 95.0% 6.9

Balance of Washington County 2,432 5,858 3,426 140.9% 9.2

Wayne County 2,177 2,509 332 15.3% 1.4

Bicknell town 327 353 26 8.0% 0.8

Loa town 444 525 81 18.2% 1.7

Lyman town 198 234 36 18.2% 1.7

Torrey town 122 171 49 40.2% 3.4

Balance of Wayne County 1,086 1,226 140 12.9% 1.2

Weber County 158,330 196,533 38,203 24.1% 2.2

Farr West city 2,178 3,094 916 42.1% 3.6

Harrisville city 3,004 3,645 641 21.3% 2.0

Huntsville town 561 649 88 15.7% 1.5

Marriott-Slaterville NA 1,425 NA NA NA

North Ogden city 11,668 15,026 3,358 28.8% 2.6

Ogden city 63,909 77,226 13,317 20.8% 1.9

Plain City city 2,722 3,489 767 28.2% 2.5

Pleasant View city 3,603 5,632 2,029 56.3% 4.6

Riverdale city 6,419 7,656 1,237 19.3% 1.8

Roy city 24,603 32,885 8,282 33.7% 2.9

South Ogden city 12,105 14,377 2,272 18.8% 1.7

Uintah town 760 1,127 367 48.3% 4.0

Washington Terrace city 8,189 8,551 362 4.4% 0.4

West Haven city NA 3,976 NA NA NA

Balance of Weber County 18,609 17,775 -834 -4.5% -0.5

State Total 1,722,850 2,233,169 510,319 29.6% 2.6
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C e n s u s  2 0 0 0  

C i t y  P o p u l a t i o n  R a n k
City 2000 Rank

Salt Lake City city 181,743 1

West Valley City city 108,896 2

Provo city 105,166 3

Sandy city 88,418 4

Orem city 84,324 5

Ogden city 77,226 6

West Jordan city 68,336 7

Layton city 58,474 8

Taylorsville city 57,439 9

St. George city 49,663 10

Logan city 42,670 11

Bountiful city 41,301 12

Murray city 34,024 13

Roy city 32,885 14

South Jordan city 29,437 15

Midvale city 27,029 16

Clearfield city 25,974 17

Draper city 25,220 18

Riverton city 25,011 19

Pleasant Grove city 23,468 20

Tooele city 22,502 21

South Salt Lake city 22,038 22

American Fork city 21,941 23

Cedar City city 20,527 24

Springville city 20,424 25

Kaysville city 20,351 26

Spanish Fork city 20,246 27

Lehi city 19,028 28

Brigham City city 17,411 29

North Ogden city 15,026 30

Centerville city 14,585 31

Holladay 14,561 32

South Ogden city 14,377 33

Payson city 12,716 34

Clinton city 12,585 35

Farmington city 12,081 36

Syracuse city 9,398 37

North Salt Lake city 8,749 38

Washington Terrace city 8,551 39

Price city 8,402 40

Lindon city 8,363 41

Hurricane city 8,250 42

Washington city 8,186 43

Highland city 8,172 44

Vernal city 7,714 45

Riverdale city 7,656 46

Park City city 7,371 47

Heber city 7,291 48

Smithfield city 7,261 49

Alpine city 7,146 50

Richfield city 6,847 51

Woods Cross city 6,419 52

Hyrum city 6,316 53

North Logan city 6,163 54

West Point city 6,033 55

Grantsville city 6,015 56

Mapleton city 5,809 57

Pleasant View city 5,632 58

Tremonton city 5,592 59

Sunset city 5,204 60

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

C e n s u s  2 0 0 0

C i t y  R a n k  b y  A b s o l u t e  C h a n g e
Absolute

Change

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 Rank

West Jordan city 42,892 68,336 25,444 1

West Valley City city 86,976 108,896 21,920 2
Salt Lake City city 159,936 181,743 21,807 3

St. George city 28,502 49,663 21,161 4
Provo city 86,835 105,166 18,331 5

Draper city 7,257 25,220 17,963 6
South Jordan city 12,220 29,437 17,217 7

Orem city 67,561 84,324 16,763 8
Layton city 41,784 58,474 16,690 9

Riverton city 11,261 25,011 13,750 10
Sandy city 75,058 88,418 13,360 11
Ogden city 63,909 77,226 13,317 12

Lehi city 8,475 19,028 10,553 13
Pleasant Grove city 13,476 23,468 9,992 14

Logan city 32,762 42,670 9,908 15
Spanish Fork city 11,272 20,246 8,974 16

Tooele city 13,887 22,502 8,615 17
Roy city 24,603 32,885 8,282 18

Cedar City city 13,443 20,527 7,084 19
Springville city 13,950 20,424 6,474 20

Kaysville city 13,961 20,351 6,390 21
American Fork city 15,696 21,941 6,245 22
Syracuse city 4,658 9,398 4,740 23

Bountiful city 36,659 41,301 4,642 24
Clinton city 7,945 12,585 4,640 25

Lindon city 3,818 8,363 4,545 26
Clearfield city 21,435 25,974 4,539 27

Hurricane city 3,915 8,250 4,335 28
Washington city 4,198 8,186 3,988 29

Alpine city 3,492 7,146 3,654 30

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Percent

Change

Area 1990 2000 1990-2000 Rank

Draper city 7,257 25,220 247.5% 1

South Jordan city 12,220 29,437 140.9% 2

Lehi city 8,475 19,028 124.5% 3

Riverton city 11,261 25,011 122.1% 4

Lindon city 3,818 8,363 119.0% 5

Bluffdale city 2,152 4,700 118.4% 6

Leeds town 254 547 115.4% 7

Hurricane city 3,915 8,250 110.7% 8

Alpine city 3,492 7,146 104.6% 9

Santaquin city 2,386 4,834 102.6% 10

Syracuse city 4,658 9,398 101.8% 11

Santa Clara city 2,322 4,630 99.4% 12

Perry city 1,211 2,383 96.8% 13

Washington city 4,198 8,186 95.0% 14

La Verkin city 1,771 3,392 91.5% 15

Salem city 2,284 4,372 91.4% 16

New Harmony town 101 190 88.1% 17

Toquerville town 488 910 86.5% 18

Garden City town 193 357 85.0% 19

Gunnison city 1,298 2,394 84.4% 20

Francis town 381 698 83.2% 21

Oakley town 522 948 81.6% 22

Spanish Fork city 11,272 20,246 79.6% 23

Enoch city 1,947 3,467 78.1% 24

Nibley city 1,167 2,045 75.2% 25

St. George city 28,502 49,663 74.2% 26

Pleasant Grove city 13,476 23,468 74.1% 27

Virgin town 229 394 72.1% 28

Springdale town 275 457 66.2% 29

Castle Valley town 211 349 65.4% 30

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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C i t y  R a n k  b y  P e r c e n t  C h a n g e
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C u r r e n t  E c o n o m i c  C o n d i t i o n s  a n d  O u t l o o k

E m p l o y m e n t  G r o w t h
U t a h ' s  n o n - f a r m  j o b  g r o w t h  c o n t i n u e s  t o  m o d e r a t e  a n d  r e m a i n s  b e l o w
i t s  l o n g - t e r m  h i s t o r i c  ( 1 9 5 0  t o  1 9 9 9 )  a v e r a g e  a n n u a l  r a t e  o f  3 . 6 % .

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  U t a h  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  W o r k f o r c e  S e r v i c e s ,  t h e  y e a r -
o v e r  j o b  g r o w t h  r a t e  p e a k e d  a t  6 . 3 %  i n  t h e  3 r d  q u a r t e r  o f  1 9 9 4 ,  a n d
h a s  d e c l i n e d  t h e r e a f t e r  t o  2 . 2 %  i n  t h e  3 r d  q u a r t e r  o f  2 0 0 0 .   D u r i n g

t h i s  q u a r t e r ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  h a d  t h e  l o w e s t  g r o w t h  r a t e  a t  a  n e g a t i v e
2 . 9 %  f o r  a  l o s s  o f  2 , 5 0 0  j o b s ,  w h e r e a s  s e r v i c e s ,  a t  5 . 4 % ,  a d d e d  t h e

m o s t  y e a r - o v e r  j o b s  t o  t h e  e c o n o m y  ( 1 6 , 5 0 0 ) .   M a n u f a c t u r i n g  h a d  a
- 1 . 1 %  g r o w t h  r a t e  f o r  a  l o s s  o f  1 , 4 0 0  y e a r - o v e r  j o b s .

A c c o r d i n g  t o  R e g i o n a l  F i n a n c i a l
A s s o c i a t e s  ( R F A ) ,  U t a h  r a n k e d  7 t h

i n  t h e  U . S .  i n  t o t a l  n o n a g r i c u l t u r a l
j o b  g r o w t h  a t  2 . 4 %  f o r  D e c e m b e r
2 0 0 0  c o m p a r e d  t o  D e c e m b e r  1 9 9 9 .

T o t a l  e m p l o y m e n t  g r o w t h  i n  U t a h  i s
e x p e c t e d  t o  a v e r a g e  2 . 6 %  i n  2 0 0 0

a n d  d e c l i n e  t o  2 . 4 %  i n  2 0 0 1 ,  a s
s h o w n  o n  t h e  a d j a c e n t  e c o n o m i c
i n d i c a t o r s  t a b l e .  N a t i o n a l  j o b

g r o w t h ,  b y  c o m p a r i s o n ,  i s  e x p e c t e d
t o  a v e r a g e  2 . 0 %  i n  2 0 0 0  a n d  0 . 7 %

i n  2 0 0 1  a c c o r d i n g  t o  W E F A  ( a
n a t i o n a l  e c o n o m i c  c o n s u l t i n g  f i r m ) .

T h e  S t o c k  M a r k e t  ( W e a l t h

E f f e c t )  a n d  t h e  U t a h  E c o n o m y
R F A  r e p o r t s  t h a t  f o r  e v e r y  $ 1  g a i n
i n  s t o c k  m a r k e t  v a l u e s ,  c o n s u m e r

s p e n d i n g  i n c r e a s e s  b y  4  c e n t s .
A n d ,  f o r  e v e r y  $ 1  d r o p  i n  s t o c k
m a r k e t  v a l u e s ,  c o n s u m e r  s p e n d i n g

d e c r e a s e s  b y  7  c e n t s .   T h e  w e a l t h

e f f e c t1 i s  m u c h  m o r e  p o t e n t  w h e n

s t o c k  p r i c e s  a r e  f a l l i n g .    T h i s  i s
b e c a u s e  " b a b y  b o o m e r s "  w i l l  c u r t a i l
t h e i r  s p e n d i n g  m o r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i f

t h e i r  r e t i r e m e n t  n e s t  e g g  i s  e r o d i n g .
A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  D i v i s i o n  o f

R e s e a r c h  a n d  S t a t i s t i c s  a t  t h e
F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  B o a r d ,
c o n s u m p t i o n  s p e n d i n g  i n c r e a s e d

b y  1 %  t o  2 %  e a c h  y e a r  b e t w e e n
1 9 9 5  a n d  1 9 9 9  d u e  t o  t h e  w e a l t h

e f fec t .

T h e  F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  r e p o r t e d  t h a t

h o u s e h o l d  n e t  w o r t h  ( a s s e t s  l e s s
l i a b i l i t i e s )  d e c l i n e d  i n  2 0 0 0  f o r  t h e

f i r s t  t i m e  s i n c e  i t  b e g a n  k e e p i n g
r e c o r d s  i n  1 9 5 2 .   T h e  d e c l i n e  i n
h o u s e h o l d  n e t  w o r t h  w a s  d u e  t o

fa l l i ng  s tock  marke t  p r i ces .   U tah ' s
e x p o s u r e  t o  t h e  w e a l t h  e f f e c t  i s

l e s s  t h a n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  a v e r a g e .
T h i s  i s  b e c a u s e  m u t u a l  f u n d
h o l d i n g s  p e r  h o u s e h o l d  ( U t a h  r a n k s  

3 1 s t ) ,  a n d  c a p i t a l  g a i n s  a s  a
p e r c e n t  o f  w a g e s  ( U t a h  r a n k s

3 6 t h ) ,  a r e  l e s s  i n  U t a h  t h a n  t h e
n a t i o n a l  a v e r a g e s .

I f  t h e  n a t i o n  e n t e r s  a  r e c e s s i o n  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  c o n s u m p t i o n  s p e n d i n g

d u e  t o  t h e  w e a l t h  e f f e c t  w i l l  b e  l e s s  i n  U t a h  t h a n  f o r  t h e  n a t i o n  a s  a
w h o l e ,  a n d  i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e  t o  d r o p .   T h e  l a s t  t i m e  t h e
n a t i o n  e n t e r e d  a  r e c e s s i o n  ( J u l y  1 9 9 0  t o  M a r c h  1 9 9 1 ) ,  a n d  i n t e r e s t

r a t e s  d r o p p e d ,  U t a h  f a r e d  r e l a t i v e l y  w e l l .   E m p l o y m e n t  g r o w t h
d e c r e a s e d  1 . 1 %  f o r  t h e  n a t i o n  i n  1 9 9 1 ,  b u t  i n c r e a s e d  3 %  i n  U t a h .

1 T h e  w e a l t h  e f f e c t  i s  t h e  c h a n g e  i n
c o n s u m p t i o n  d u e  t o  a  c h a n g e  i n
h o u s e h o l d  w e a l t h  ( i n c o m e  p l u s  a s s e t s ) .  

Price/Earnings Ratios for the S&P 500 and 
the Inverse of the 10-Year Treasury Bond
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This is the model used by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan 

and several consulting and investment firms. This model compares the 

yields (or price/earnings ratios) on stocks and bonds as alternative 

investments. Under this model, fair market value is the level that 

equates the returns on stocks and bonds. From 1960 to 1980 P/E 

ratios for "risk-free" bonds were higher than P/E ratios for stocks. For 
most of this period stocks were undervalued because of high interest 

rates and high inflation. This relationship reverses after 1983 because 

investors began to view stocks as less risky investments due to low 

interest rates, low inflation, "baby boomers" saving for retirement, and 

the perception that the Fed would not let the markets plummet. 

CY 1960Q1 to CY 2000Q4

S&P 500 and Margin Credit (Debt) as a 

Percent of Gross Domestic Product
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Asset valuation is limited by production (income levels). 
The level of stock valuation that can be supported by a 

given level of Gross Domestic Product is unknown, but 
current values are high by historic standards. One reason 

for this may be the large run-up in margin credit during the 

decade of the 1990s. Increased debt levels allow for given 
income levels to support higher asset values. During "bear 

markets" margin calls on debt exacerbate selling.   

Note: Margin credit as 
tracked by the Federal 

Reserve Board of 
Governors is not available 

for periods prior to 1971.

CY 1960Q1 to CY 2000Q4



A C T U A L  A N D  E S T I M A T E D  I N D I C A T O R S  F O R  U T A H  A N D  T H E  U . S . :  F E B R U A R Y  2 0 0 1
1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 %  C H G %  C H G %  C H G %  C H G

E C O N O M I C  I N D I C A T O R S           U N I T S A C T U A L A C T U A L E S T I M A T E F O R E C A S T F O R E C A S T 1 9 9 8 - 9 9 1 9 9 9 - 0 0 2 0 0 0 - 0 1 2 0 0 1 - 0 2

P R O D U C T I O N  A N D  S P E N D I N G

U.S. Real Gross Domest ic Product  Bi l l ion Chained $96 8,515.7 8,873.4 9,317.0 9,503.4 9,807.5 4.2 5.0 2.0 3.2

U.S. Real Personal Consumption   Bi l l ion Chained $96 5,678.7 5,979.7 6,296.6 6,460.3 6,634.7 5.3 5.3 2.6 2.7

U.S. Real Fixed Investment  Bi l l ion Chained $96 1,485.3 1,621.9 1,777.7 1,813.2 1,898.4 9.2 9.6 2.0 4.7

U.S.  Real  Defense Spending        Bi l l ion Chained $96 341.7 348.5 353.1 357.7 363.7 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.7

U.S. Real Exports                 Bi l l ion Chained $96 1,003.6 1,032.7 1,127.7 1,187.5 1,270.6 2.9 9.2 5.3 7.0

Utah Coal Production Mi l l ion Tons 26.6 26.5 25.8 26.5 26.8 -0.4 -2.6 2.7 1.1

Utah Oi l  Product ion Sales Million Barrels 19.2 16.3 15.4 14.7 13.9 -15.3 -5.2 -4.5 -5.4

Utah Natural  Gas Product ion Sales Bi l l ion Cubic Feet 201.4 205.0 225.0 243.0 255.2 1.8 9.8 8.0 5.0

Utah Copper Mined Product ion            Mi l l ion Pounds 657.4 615.7 652.7 655.0 655.0 -6.3 6.0 0.4 0.0

S A L E S  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N

U.S.  New Auto and Truck Sales    Mill ions 15.4 16.8 17.2 15.5 15.7 9.1 2.4 -9.9 1.3

U.S. Housing Starts               Mill ions 1.63 1.70 1.61 1.42 1.44 4.3 -5.3 -11.8 1.4

U.S. Residential Investment  Bi l l ion Dollars 365.4 403.8 410.2 409.0 419.6 10.5 1.6 -0.3 2.6

U.S. Nonresidential Structures   Bi l l ion Dollars 283.2 285.5 317.4 339.0 344.8 0.8 11.2 6.8 1.7

U.S.  Repeat-Sales House Pr ice Index 1980Q1=100 214.0 226.5 242.7 256.1 267.4 5.8 7.2 5.5 4.4

U.S.  Ex is t ing S.F.  Home Pr ices (NAR) Thousand Dol lars 128.4 133.3 138.8 146.4 152.8 3.8 4.1 5.5 4.4

U.S. Retai l  Sales                 Bi l l ion Dollars 2,745.7 2,995.7 3,232.4 3,313.2 3,465.6 9.1 7.9 2.5 4.6

Utah New Auto and Truck Sales    Thousands 84.1 83.8 85.5 85.5 86.0 -0.3 2.0 0.0 0.6

Utah Dwell ing Unit Permits       Thousands 21.7 20.4 18.1 16.3 16.0 -6.4 -11.1 -9.9 -1.8

Utah Residential Permit Value     Million Dollars 2,188.7 2,238.1 2,135.8 1,930.0 1,900.0 2.3 -4.6 -9.6 -1.6

Utah Nonresidential Permit Value  Million Dollars 1,148.4 1,195.4 1,207.9 1,000.0 700.0 4.1 1.1 -17.2 -30.0

Utah Addit ions, Alterations and Repairs Million Dollars 461.3 537.4 583.2 550.0 450.0 16.5 8.5 -5.7 -10.0

Utah Repeat-Sales House Pr ice Index 1980Q1=100 237.5 243.2 245.9 250.8 253.3 2.4 1.1 2.0 1.0

Utah Exist ing S.F.  Home Pr ices (NAR) Thousand Dol lars 133.5 137.9 141.9 146.1 149.0 3.3 2.9 3.0 2.0

Utah Taxable Retai l  Sales                 Million Dollars 1 5 , 6 5 7 1 6 , 4 9 3 1 7 , 2 5 2 1 8 , 0 4 4 1 9 , 0 1 3 5.3 4.6 4.6 5.4

D E M O G R A P H I C S  A N D  S E N T I M E N T

U.S. Apri l  1st Populat ion (BEA/Census) Millions na na 281.4 283.7 285.9 na na 0.8 0.8

U.S. Consumer Sent iment of  U.S.   1 9 6 6 = 1 0 0 104.6 105.8 107.5 102.0 105.5 1.1 1.6 -5.1 3.4

Utah Apri l  1st Populat ion (UPEC)                Thousands na na 2,233.2 2,270.7 2,303.3 na na 1.7 1.4

Utah Apri l  1st Net Migrat ion (UPEC)                   Thousands na na na 2.7 -2.7 na na na na

Utah Apri l  1st Populat ion (BEA/Census) Thousands na na 2,233.2 2,270.7 2,303.3 na na 1.7 1.4

Utah Consumer Sentiment of Utah   1 9 6 6 = 1 0 0 107.0 106.1 107.6 102.0 105.5 -0.9 1.4 -5.1 3.4

P R O F I T S  A N D  R E S O U R C E  P R I C E S

U.S. Corporate Before Tax Prof i ts   Bi l l ion Dollars 758.2 823.0 922.6 937.3 989.8 8.5 12.1 1.6 5.6

U.S. Before Tax Profi ts Less Fed. Res. Bi l l ion Dollars 733.5 797.2 891.9 903.8 952.0 8.7 11.9 1.3 5.3

U.S. Oil Refinery Acquisition Cost       $  Per  Bar re l 12.6 17.4 28.4 23.7 20.9 38.4 63.1 -16.5 -12.1

U.S.  Coal  Pr ice Index            1 9 8 2 = 1 0 0 93.6 90.7 88.2 86.5 84.9 -3.1 -2.8 -1.9 -1.8

Utah Coal Prices                $  Per  Shor t  Ton 17.8 17.4 17.6 18.0 18.3 -2.6 1.2 2.4 1.5

Utah Oil Prices                  $  Per  Bar re l 12.5 17.7 28.5 29.0 29.3 41.2 61.1 1.8 1.0

Utah Natural  Gas Pr ices $  P e r  M C F 1.73 1.92 3.40 4.08 3.88 11.0 77.1 20.0 -4.9

Utah Copper Pr ices  $  Per  Pound 0.75 0.72 0.82 0.83 0.83 -4.0 13.9 1.2 0.0

I N F L A T I O N  A N D  I N T E R E S T  R A T E S

U.S.  CPI  Urban  Consumers  (BLS) 1982 -84=100 163.0 166.6 172.2 176.9 181.5 2.2 3.4 2.7 2.6

U.S.  GDP Chained Pr ice  Indexes        1 9 9 6 = 1 0 0 103.2 104.8 107.0 109.0 110.5 1.5 2.1 1.9 1.4

U.S.  Federa l  Funds Rate          P e r c e n t 5.35 4.95 6.20 5.00 5.10 na na na na

U.S. 3-Month Treasury Bi l ls      P e r c e n t 4.80 4.63 5.80 4.70 4.80 na na na na

U.S.  T-Bond Rate ,  10-Year         P e r c e n t 5.28 5.63 6.00 5.20 5.50 na na na na

U.S.  Mor tgage Rates,  F ixed FHLMC   P e r c e n t 6.9 7.4 7.9 6.9 7.2 na na na na

E M P L O Y M E N T  A N D  W A G E S

U.S. Establishment Employment (BLS) Millions 125.9 128.8 131.4 132.3 133.5 2.3 2.0 0.7 0.9

U.S .  Average  Annua l  Pay  (BLS)  Dollars 3 1 , 9 4 5 3 3 , 3 1 3 3 4 , 8 4 8 3 6 , 1 9 8 3 7 , 4 8 9 4.3 4.6 3.9 3.6

U.S. Total  Wages & Salar ies (BLS) Bil l ion Dollars 4,022 4,291 4,578 4,789 5,004 6.7 6.7 4.6 4.5

Utah Nonagricul tural  Employment (WS)   Thousands 1,023.5 1,048.5 1,075.8 1,101.6 1,121.4 2.4 2.6 2.4 1.8

Utah Average Annua l  Pay  (WS)  Dollars 2 6 , 4 8 3 2 7 , 4 9 4 2 8 , 9 2 4 2 9 , 7 9 2 3 0 , 8 6 4 3.8 5.2 3.0 3.6

Utah Total  Nonagricul ture Wages (WS) Million Dollars 2 7 , 1 0 5 2 8 , 8 2 8 3 1 , 1 1 5 3 2 , 8 1 8 3 4 , 6 1 1 6.4 7.9 5.5 5.5

I N C O M E  A N D  U N E M P L O Y M E N T

U.S.  Personal  Income (BEA)            Bi l l ion Dollars 7,384 7,783 8,281 8,654 9,078 5.4 6.4 4.5 4.9

U.S.  Unemployment  Rate (BLS) P e r c e n t 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.7 5.1 na na na na

Utah Personal  Income (BEA) Million Dollars 4 6 , 8 3 1 4 9 , 6 0 0 5 3 , 1 2 2 5 6 , 0 9 7 5 9 , 2 3 8 5.9 7.1 5.6 5.6

Utah Unemployment Rate (WS) P e r c e n t 3.8 3.7 3.2 3.5 3.9 na na na na

Source: Counci l  of Economic Advisors'  Revenue Assumptions Committ tee.
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D e m o g r a p h i c  a n d  E c o n o m i c  A n a l y s i s  S e c t i o n

G o v e r n o r ’ s  O f f i c e  o f  P l a n n i n g  a n d  B u d g e t

1 1 6  S t a t e  C a p i t o l

S a l t  L a k e  C i t y ,  U T 8 4 1 1 4

P r e s o r t e d
S t a n d a r d
U . S .  P o s t

PAID

S . L . C . ,  U t a h
P e r m i t  4 6 2 1

U t a h  S t a t e ,  B u s i n e s s  &  I n d u s t r y  D a t a  C e n t e r  N e t w o r k

C o o r d i n a t i n g  A g e n c i e s

B u r e a u  o f  E c o n o m i c  a n d  B u s i n e s s  R e s e a r c h  .  .  .  .  .  .  . P a m  P e r l i c h  ( 8 0 1 - 5 8 1 - 3 3 5 8 )

D e p t .  o f  C o m m u n i t y  &  E c o n o m i c  D e v e l o p m e n t  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . D o u g  J e x  ( 8 0 1 - 5 3 8 - 8 6 2 6 )

D e p t .  o f  W o r k f o r c e  S e r v i c e s  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . K e n  J e n s e n  ( 8 0 1 - 5 2 6 - 9 4 8 8 )

S t a t e  A f f i l i a t e s

P o p u l a t i o n  R e s e a r c h  L a b o r a t o r y  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . E d d y  B a r r y  ( 4 3 5 - 7 9 7 - 1 2 4 0 )

C e n t e r  f o r  H e a l t h  D a t a  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . R o b e r t  R o l f s ,  M D  ( 8 0 1 - 5 3 8 - 6 0 3 5 )

U t a h  S t a t e  O f f i c e  o f  E d u c a t i o n  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . P a t t y  J o h a n s e n  ( 8 0 1 - 5 3 8 - 7 5 7 7 )

U t a h  F o u n d a t i o n  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . J i m  R o b s o n  ( 8 0 1 - 3 6 4 - 1 8 3 7 )

U t a h  L e a g u e  o f  C i t i e s  &  T o w n s  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . M i c h e l l e  R e i l l y  ( 8 0 1 - 3 2 8 - 1 6 0 1 )

U t a h  I s s u e s  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . B i l l  C r i m  ( 8 0 1 - 5 2 1 - 2 0 3 5 )

H a r o l d  B .  L e e  L i b r a r y ,  B Y U  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . L a r r y  B e n s o n  ( 8 0 1 - 3 7 8 - 3 8 0 0 )
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For  a  f ree  subscr ip t ion  to  th is  quar ter ly  newsle t te r ,  and  for

a s s i s t a n c e  a c c e s s i n g  o t h e r  d e m o g r a p h i c  a n d  e c o n o m i c
da ta ,  ca l l  the  S ta te  Da ta  Cente r .   Th is  news le t te r  and  o ther

da ta  a re  ava i lab le  v ia  the  In te rne t  a t  DEA’s  web  s i te :

h t t p : / / w w w . g o v e r n o r . s t a t e . u t . u s / d e a

T h e  D e m o g r a p h i c  a n d  E c o n o m i c  A n a l y s i s  ( D E A )  s e c t i o n
suppor ts  the  m iss ion  o f  the  Governor ’ s  O f f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and
Budge t  t o  improve  dec i s ion -mak ing  by  p rov id ing  economic  and
demograph ic  da ta  and  ana lys i s  to  the  gove rno r  and  to
ind iv idua ls  f rom s ta te  agenc ies ,  o ther  government  en t i t i es ,
bus inesses ,  academia ,  and  the  pub l i c .   As  par t  o f  th is  m iss ion ,
DEA func t i ons  as  t he  l ead  agency  i n  U tah  fo r  t he  Bu reau  o f  t he
Census ’  S ta te  Da ta  and  Bus iness  and  Indus t r y  Da ta  Cen te r
(SDC/B IDC)  p rog rams .   Wh i l e  the  36  SDC and  B IDC a f f i l i a tes
l i s ted  in  th is  news le t te r  have spec i f i c  a reas  o f  exper t i se ,  they  can
a lso  p rov ide  ass is tance  to  da ta  use rs  i n  access ing  Census  and
other  da ta  sources .   


